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Abstract 
The aim of this study was to examine the relationship between prosocial and antisocial behaviors 
in sport, general self-efficacy and academic self-efficacy beliefs of students studying in physical 
education and sport teacher education department. 118 students in department of physical 
education and sport teacher education at Mugla Sitki Kocman University voluntarily participated in 
the study.  31 of the participants were national athletes while 87 of them were non-national 
athletes. 50 of the participant were females while 68 of them were males. Prosocial and Antisocial 
Behavior in Sport Scale (PABSS) was used to determine the behaviors of students whether 
prosocial or antisocial. General self-efficacy scale was used to determine the self-efficacy beliefs of 
participants. Academic Self-Efficacy scale was used to determine academic self-efficacy beliefs of 
students. Positive correlations have been found between age and prosocial opponent. Positive 
correlations have been found between general self-efficacy and prosocial teammate, prosocial 
opponent. Positive correlations have been found between academic self-efficacy and prosocial 
teammate, prosocial opponent, general-self-efficacy. Consequently, students having high level of 
self-efficacy beliefs in physical education and sport teacher education department can adopt 
prosocial behaviors. 
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Introduction 
Social cognitive theory focuses on a self-system allows individuals to control over their opinions, 
feelings and actions (Schunk & Pajares, 2010). In social cognitive theory, people function as 
individuals contributing their own motivation, behaviors and development in a network of 
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interaction (Bandura, 1989). Self-efficacy is a concept that Bandura proposed in social cognitive 
theory. According to Schunk and Pajares (2010), self-efficacy beliefs are the self-perceptions related 
to their own capabilities. Bong and Skaalvik (2003) have suggested that self-efficacy predicts 
cognitive and self-regulatory processes.  
Because self-efficacy is about social factor, it can also be said that it is related to individuals’ 
behaviors. Prosocial and antisocial behaviors in sport have been used to define preventive and 
proactive (effective in future) aspects of morality (Kavussanu, 2006; Sage, Kavussanu, & Duda, 
2006). Prosocial behaviors have been defined as actions or behaviors for helping people or being 
beneficial for another person such as an opponent or a team mate while anti social behaviors are 
total opposite. Antisocial behaviors are intentions to harm or disadvantage another person 
(Eisenberg & Fabes, 1998; Sage et al., 2006; Kavussanu, Seal, & Phillips, 2006; Weinstein & Ryan, 
2010). Sage (2006) has suggested that helping an opponent, congratulating an opponent can be 
examples of prosocial behavior in sport. Behaviors such as cheating, aggression, physical and verbal 
abuses have been given as antisocial behaviors in sport (Sage, 2006).  Hodge and Londsdale (2011) 
have stated, “Verbally encouraging a teammate and physically intimidating an opponent are prosocial and 
antisocial behaviors in sport, respectively.” Briefly, it can be said that prosocial behaviors are closely related 
to fair play concept and antisocial behaviors are against the nature of this concept, because fair play 
is defined as social, cultural and moral norms of sport without being limited with awareness of rules 
(Yıldıran and Sezen, 2006). 
Students in physical education and sport teacher education department will be the most important 
part of the moral values in sport and society because of the structure of the physical education 
lessons. Physical education and sport teachers should also have higher self-efficacy beliefs than 
other branches because they teach activities requiring self-beliefs. For these reasons, it is important 
to examine the relationships between these two social concepts. The aim of this study was to 
examine the relationship between prosocial and antisocial behaviors in sport, general self-efficacy 
and academic self-efficacy beliefs of students studying in physical education and sport teacher 
education department. 
 
Material and Method 
118 students in department of physical education and sport teacher education at Mugla Sitki 
Kocman University voluntarily participated in the study.  31 of the participants were national 
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athletes while 87 of them were non-national athletes. 50 of the participant were females while 68 of 
them were males.  
Prosocial and Antisocial Behavior in Sport Scale (PABSS) was used to determine the behaviors of 
students whether prosocial or antisocial. The scale was developed by Kavussanu and Boardley 
(2009) and adapted to Turkish language by Sezen-Balcikanli (2013). Cronbach’s alpha value has 
been found to be 0.81 for prosocial and antisocial behavior in sport scale. The scale has four sub-
dimensions including prosocial teammate, prosocial opponent, antisocial teammate and antisocial 
opponent.  
General self-efficacy scale developed by Schwarzer and Jerusalem (1995) and adapted to Turkish by 
Yesilay et al. (1996) was used to determine the self-efficacy beliefs of participants. In samples from 
23 nations, Cronbach’s alphas ranged from .76 to .90, with the majority in the high .80s.Cronbach’s 
alpha value has been found to be 0.84 for general self-efficacy scale (http://userpage.fu-
berlin.de/health/engscal.htm). Academic Self-Efficacy scale, developed by Jerusalem and 
Schwarzer (1981), adapted to Turkish by Yılmaz, Gürçay and Ekinci (2007) was used to determine 
academic self-efficacy beliefs of students. Cronbach’s alpha value has been found to be 0.69 for 
academic self-efficacy scale.  
 
Results 
Table 1. Differences between prosocial and antisocial behaviors, self-efficacy and academic 
self-efficacy in terms of gender 
Variables  Female  Male    
 n X S.S. n X S.S. t p 
Prosocial Team Mate 50 3.59 .98 68 4.04 .75 -2.84 0.05 
Prosocial opponent 50 3.09 .90 68 3.75 .88 -3.98 0.00** 
Antisocial Team Mate 50 2.48 .87 68 2.55 .85 -.47 0.63 
Antisocial opponent 50 2.44 .73 68 2.65 .79 -1.49 0.13 
General Self-Efficacy 50 3.04 .49 68 3.07 .45 -.34 0.73 
Academic Self-Efficacy 50 2.92 .53 68 3.06 .45 -1.46 0.14 
**p<0.01 
  
Differences between prosocial and antisocial behaviors, self-efficacy and academic self-efficacy in 
terms of gender were shown in table 1. Significant difference was found between male and female 
in terms of prosocial opponent dimension (p<0.05). Male students reported higher scores than 
females in this dimension. No significant differences were found between genders in terms of 
prosocial teammate, antisocial teammate, antisocial opponent, and self-efficacy and academic self-
efficacy (p>0.05). 
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Table 2. Differences between being national or non-national athlete in terms of prosocial 
and antisocial behaviors, general self-efficacy and academic self-efficacy 
Variables  National Athlete  None National    
 n X S.S. n X S.S. t p 
Prosocial Team Mate 31 3.91 .94 87 3.82 .86 .495 .622 
Prosocial opponent 31 3.56 .94 87 3.44 .95 .651 .516 
Antisocial Team Mate 31 2.54 .92 87 2.51 .84 .136 .892 
Antisocial opponent 31 2.59 .93 87 2.55 .71 .233 .816 
General Self-Efficacy 31 3.12 .44 87 3.03 .48 .865 .389 
Academic Self-Efficacy 31 3.10 .51 87 2.97 .48 1.251 .214 
 
 
Differences between being national or non-national athlete in terms of prosocial and antisocial 
behaviors, general self-efficacy and academic self-efficacy were displayed in table 2. Although 
national athletes reported higher scores than none-athletes, these results were found to be 
statistically insignificant. 
 
Table 3. Correlations between sub-dimensions of prosocial and antisocial behaviors, 
general self-efficacy and academic self-efficacy 
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 21.98±2.07 3.85±0.88 3.47±0.94 2.52±0.86 2.56±0.77 3.05±0.47 3.00±0.49 
1 1       
2 .086 1      
3 .191* .437** 1     
4 -.063 .021 -.030 1    
5 -.053 .164* .049 .693** 1   
6 -.060 .325** .176* .047 .069 1  
7 -.059 .234** .316** .031 .044 .440** 1 
N=118, *p<0.05, **p<0.01, Mean ± Standard deviation 
 
Correlations between sub-dimensions of prosocial and antisocial behaviors, self-efficacy and 
academic self-efficacy were displayed in table 3. Positive correlations have been found between age 
and prosocial opponent (r=.191, p<0.05). Positive correlations have been found between general 
self-efficacy and prosocial teammate (r=.325, p<0.01), prosocial opponent (r=.176, p<0.05). 
Positive correlations have been found between academic self-efficacy and prosocial teammate 
(r=.234, p<0.01), prosocial opponent (r=.316, p<0.05), general-self-efficacy (r=.440, p<0.01).  
 
Discussion and Conclusion  
The aim of this study was to examine the relationship between prosocial and antisocial behaviors in 
sport, general self-efficacy and academic self-efficacy beliefs of students studying in physical 
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education and sport teacher education department.  
Difference between genders in terms of prosocial and antisocial behaviors in sport, general and 
academic self-efficacy beliefs have been examined. It has been found that male students reported 
higher scores than females in prosocial opponent dimension while no significant differences have 
been found in terms of other dimension. Besides, differences between being a national athlete and 
non-national athlete have been examined. Although national athletes reported higher scores than 
none-athletes, these results have been found to be statistically insignificant. 
Positive correlations have been found between age and prosocial opponent (r=.191, p<0.05). 
Positive correlations have been found between general self-efficacy and prosocial teammate 
(r=.325, p<0.01), prosocial opponent (r=.176, p<0.05). Positive correlations have been found 
between academic self-efficacy and prosocial teammate (r=.234, p<0.01), prosocial opponent 
(r=.316, p<0.05), general-self-efficacy (r=.440, p<0.01). Bandura, Camprara, Barbanelli, Pastorelli 
& Regalia (2001) have found positive correlations between prosocial behavior and academic self-
efficacy (r=.41, p<0.001), social self-efficacy (r=.43, p<0.001). Camprara, Barbanelli, Pastorelli, 
Bandura, & Zimbardo (2000) have found that early prosocial behavior strongly predicts subsequent 
level of academic achievement. d’Arripe-Longueville et al. (2010) have found positive correlations 
between prosocial behavior and negative affective self-regulatory efficacy (r=.27, p<0.01), resistive 
self-regulatory efficacy (r=.21, p<0.01), social efficacy (r=.26, p<0.01). Şenel (2013) has found 
positive correlation between general self-efficacy and academic self-efficacy (r= 0,580, p<0.05).  
Consequently, it can be referred that students having high level of self-efficacy beliefs in physical 
education and sport teacher education department can adopt prosocial behaviors. Physical 
education and sport schools are the places where moral values and good behaviors in sport are 
taught pedagogically. Physical education and sport teacher education departments are very 
important to prevent violence in sport and encourage fair play behaviors. Although education of 
moral values in schools and training in sport clubs are different from each other, they should work 
together. 
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